12-19-05 04:l8pin Fron-KATTEN MUCHIN ROSENMAN 131290Z10E1 3129021061 7-469 P. 07/14 F-107 

ApplNo.: 10/732,942 

Aindt,48ied: 12/19/2005 

R^ly to 0£Bce Action of August 1 \ , 2005 

REMARKS 

enclosed herewi^ is a Request for Continued Examination d^CE) pursuant to 37 CFR. § 
1. U4. Upon entry of the instant amendment, claims 1-9 are pending- Claim 1 has bero 
amended to more particularly point out the applicant's invention- It is re^ectfuUy submitted that 
t^n entry of ibe instant aroendweni and consideration of tt»e remaiks bdow that the plication 
is in condition fox allowance. 

Cf^AIM REJECnONS-3S pSC S 102 

Claims X. 2. 4, 5 and 7 h*ve been r^'ectcd under 35 USC § 102 (b) as being unpatentable 
over Morioka et al US Patent No. 5,831,412 ("the Moriolca ct aJ patenD- In for there to be 
anticipatioo, each and every one of the elements must be found in a single reference. It is 
ie^)ectfiiUy submitted fltat Oie claims, as amended, recite elements not disclosed or suggested by 
the Morioka et al patent. For example, the claims now lecite that Ae near &11 state of charge 
signal is generated ind^endeoi of the baneiy volta^. The Moriolca et al patent not only does not 
disclose such a configuration but actually teacbes away fiom it. Indeed, the Morioka et al patent 
requires voltage monitoring and specifically a determination that rtie banery is in a constant 
voltage state of charge ("Upon detecting that the secimdary battery 65 assumes a constant- 
vobage charge state, the detector 71 activates die fbll-chan^ detector 73. Then the full charge 
detector 73 delects whether or not Ae cwreni measured by *e ammeter has fallen bdow the 
predeterotined value, it detennines that the secondary battery 65 has be«i fully charged." 
M(%ioka patent, col. 14, lines 9-16). 

In additicm. the Morioka et al does not disclose a charge indication based upcm any value 
less than a state of fiUl charge. In fact, the Morioka et al patent deteimines a full charge state by 
determining the battery capacitance as shown in Fig- 1 3 1^ integrating the charging current (See , 
for example, step S77). The system in accordance with the present invention does away with all 
of the conq>lexity taught by tbe M(»ioka et al patent and simply provides a signal represoitaiive 
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of 9 near fuU state of charge by simply mouuoring tbe cJwging cwpeut. For aU of ibe above 
leasoDs. the Exammer is rc^pectfiiUy requested to recoiwicier and wiUMbaw the rejection. 

C^JilM REJECTIONS - 3S VJS.C S 103 

Claims 3. 6, 8 and 9 have been rejected under 35 VS^C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the Morioka et al patent » in view of Schousdc et al U.S. Patent No. 6.222^70 ('the 
Schousek et al patent")- & is re^iectfiilly submitted that ^e claims, as amended, recite subject 
mat^ not disclosed or suggested by either die Morif4ca et al or the St^useic et al, patents, either 
singly or in combination. Claims 3. 6. 8 and 9 are dependem xipon claim 1. The Morioka et al 
patent has been discussed above. The Scbousek et al patent does not disclose or suggest a system 
geneiating a signal representative of a near full stale of char^ as recited in the claims. As 
such, it is respectfully submitted that dv Examiner has fidled to establish a prima fiicie case of 
obviousness as set fbrth in the MPSP §§ 2142 and 2143. In particular, in order to establish a 
prinut facie case of obviousness, three criteria must be met as set forth in accordance with MPEP 

§2143. 

"Fir^ there must be some suggestion or motivation, eidm' in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to cme of ordioary 
skill in the art, to modify the reference or to cotnbine reference c a c hin gs. 
Second, there roust be a reasonable expectation of success. Fiiudly. die prior art 
reference (or references v/bea combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. 

The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination reasonable 
expectation of success must both be found in the pric»^ «t, not in dte ^licant's 
disclosuie." 

For dJese reasons and for the above reasons, the Examiner is re^>ect<uUy requested to reccmsider 
and withdraw diis rejection. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

KATTEN MUCHIN ROSCNMAN UJ* 

By: S ^ ■ 

0gisQ9tion No. 31,051 
Attorney for Ai^UcwtCs) 




Kanen Mucbin Rosetiman IXP 
525 W. Monroe Street 
Chicago. Illinois 60661-3693 
(312)902-5200 
(312) 902-1061 
CustcunerNo.: 27160 
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